Abstract: The present paper examines the psychometric properties of the Romanian version of the Irrational Procrastination Scale (IPS
Introduction
At least once in a lifetime, any person postponed a task or activity for various reasons; but when postponement turns into a habit that affects the individual's performance at work and its general wellbeing, we talk about procrastination as a pervasive self-regulatory failure requiring a certain type of intervention or treatment. [1] Milgram considers that "procrastination is primarily (1) a behavior sequence of postponement; (2) resulting in a substandard behavioral product; (3) involving a task that is perceived by the procrastinator as being important to perform; and (4) resulting in a state of emotional upset." [2] Balkis & Duru [3] identified five types of procrastination: life routine procrastination, neurotic procrastination, compulsive procrastination, decisional procrastination, and academic procrastination.
In trying to identify the causes and effects of procrastination, Steel [4] performs a meta-analysis based on 691 correlations taken from correlative, experimental and qualitative studies. He identifies a set of strong predictors for procrastination: task aversiveness, task delay, self-efficacy, and impulsiveness. An important conclusion of his study refers to the strong relationship between procrastination, conscientiousness and self-regulation: "procrastination does appear to be representative of low conscientiousness and self-regulatory failure. This indicates that procrastination largely, although not entirely, accounts for the relationship of conscientiousness to performance. In addition, procrastination was strongly associated with a host of related concepts: distractibility, organization, achievement motivation, and an intention-action gap. " [5] DOI: 10.1515/kbo-2017-0135 © 2017. This work is licensed under the Creative Commons Attribution-NonCommercial-NoDerivatives 3.0 License Steel's study highlights the week correlation of procrastination with personality traits such as agreeableness, sensation seeking, neuroticism, anxiety, impulsiveness or perfectionism. Conversely, procrastination is strongly associated with individual differences such as self-efficacy, need for achievement, degree of organization, selfcontrol, distractibility, impulsiveness, and proneness to boredom. P. Steel defines procrastination as a form of self-regulatory failure which can be successfully explained by Temporal Motivation Theory (TMT): "a recent integrative motivational model that seeks to explain self-regulatory behavior in a way that is consistent with a wide variety of theoretical perspectives (e.g., economics, personality, expectancy theory, goal setting) [6] ….. a synthesis of traditional, wellestablished motivational formulations that include time as a fundamental term…." [7] Ferrari [8] identifies three types of procrastination: -arousal procrastination, the tendency to postpone because the person finds pleasure in the strong sensations created by working under pressure (behavioral procrastination); -avoidance procrastination; delay is due to the need to protect self-esteem or to the fear of failure (behavioral procrastination); -decisional procrastination, the tendency to postpone decision-making. In his studies, Steel does not obtain data to support Ferrari's model, but he is convinced that procrastination should be seen as an irrational delay. He formulates two functionally equivalent scales to measure procrastination: the Pure Procrastination Scale (PPS) and the Irrational Procrastination Scale (IPS); the factorial analysis of these scales indicates the presence of a single factor "consistent with the dominant notion of procrastination as a dysfunctional delay" [9] . 
Sample
Our sample consists of 100 military students, 50 girls and 50 boys; mean age is 19.5 (s.d.=1.1). I also took into consideration the type of high school they graduated: military (47%) or civil (53%) and the average grade obtained after the first semester. Students completed the tests on a voluntary basis during their free time. [11] measures the degree of irrational postponement of daily actions. It is a questionnaire consisting of nine items using a Likert type scale with five levels. (1 = Very seldom; 2 = Seldom; 3 = Sometimes; 4 = Often; 5 = Very often). High scores on this scale indicate a high level of procrastination (for example: "I put things off so long that my wellbeing or efficiency unnecessarily suffers"). The scale contains three items that need to be reversed because they refer to behaviors opposed to procrastination (items 2, 5 and 8). Author validated the scale on a sample of 16 413 adults from eight English-speaking countries (58.3% women, 41.7% men) with a mean age of 38.3. In the study published by Steel, the tendency towards procrastination was strongly correlated with age, gender, marital status, education and nationality, "the procrastinators" being mostly young, unmarried men with a low level of education.
Measures

Irrational Procrastination Scale
Rozental, Forsell, Svensson, Forsström, Andersson & Carlbring [12] studied the psychometric properties of the Irrational Procrastination Scale (IPS) as an Internetadministered self-report measure for evaluating procrastination in a clinical population. The Swedish version of the scale had excellent reliability. We took the scale in the form presented by P. Steel on the site Procrastination and Science [13] . It was translated from English to Romanian by two English teachers, independently; then, the scale was translated back from Romanian into English. The language of the scale did not cause any problems; the Romanian version of the scale has fluency and closely follows the formulation of the English sentences. 3.2. General Perceived Self-Efficacy Scale [14] consists of 10 items using a Likert tipe scale with 4 levels (1= not at all true, 2 = barely true, 3 = moderately true, 4 = exactly true). Optimistic people usually get high self-efficacy scores, based on the confidence in their ability to successfully solve the problems that arise in their way, 3.3. Self-regulation scale [15] consists of 10 items using a Likert type scale with 4 levels (1= not at all true, 2 = barely true, 3 = moderately true, 4 = exactly true) items 5, 7 & 9 must be reversed. This scale measures the individual's ability to control their thoughts and emotions in order to achieve their goals and support their performance in specific areas of interest. Diehl, Semegon and Schwartzer [16] used this scale to measure an individual's ability to maintain a high level of control over attention in pursuing personal goals and they reported a good internal consistency and a good criterion validity of the scale.
Results
The KMO and Bartlett tests (KMO = 0.797., Bartlett's Test of Sphericity: χ2 (36) = 236.493 p<.0001) allow the factorial analysis. The nine items of the questionnaire loading three factors are presented in Table 1 . Factor loading lower than .40 was ignored. As it can be seen, items no. 3 and 8 do not significantly load any factor. The value of the Cronbach coefficient is 0.73 for the 9-item scale, which is an acceptable level of consistency. Removal of item no. 3 would increase the value of the Cronbach coefficient to 0.79. Regarding item no. 8, the fact that it does not significantly load any of the three factors recommends it for removal, although this would decrease the consistency of the scale. (Table 2 ) Test-retest reliability over a period of four weeks in a sample consisting of 70 students was .84. In order to test the criterion validity we correlated student's procrastination scores with the self efficacy and self-regulation scores. As we expected, procrastination showed significant negative correlations with both self-efficacy scores (r = -.269, p = .007) and self-regulation scores (r = -.380, p <.001). A sub-sample (n = 30) of the total sample completed Cattell's Sixteen Personality Factor Questionnaire (16 PF), Form A. The factors assessed by this questionnaire are bipolar constructs by which the author attempted to capture the entire range of the behavioral manifestations specific to each dimension [17] . We do not want to present here the entire questionnaire, but only the significant correlations we have identified: the procrastination scores correlated negatively with the factor H scores (r = -.508, p =.016) but was positively correlated with the scores for factor O (r = .649, p =.001) and for the global scale Q4 (r= .685, p < .001). Factor H (Threctia versus Parmia) refers to the opposite behavioral manifestations of shyness and sensitivity to threats versus courage and lack of sensitivity. The negative correlation between the procrastination score and the score on this factor shows that students with a more pronounced tendency towards procrastination are shy, prudent, distant and reserved; they perceive dangers quickly and are perceived as cold and disinterested. will do another. The Principal Component Analysis for IPS revealed a two factors structure. The second factor is loaded by an item that refers to postponing tasks and another item that actually expresses the opposite behavior We therefore conclude that IPS is in fact a one-dimensional construct, as the author of the scale suggested; removal of the second item -I do everything when I believe it needs to be done -or its reformulation could improve the structure, validity and consistency of the scale. The IPS has good reliability with Cronbach's α = 0.79. The correlation matrix indicated that the procrastination scale did not correlate highly with measure of selfefficiency (r = .28) and self-regulation (r = .38) but it was highly correlated with factor H (r = -.50) with factor O (r = .64) and with global scale Q4 (r = .68) from Cattell's Sixteen Personality Questionnaire (16PF). We did not identify statistically significant differences between the procrastination scores of girls and boys or civilian college graduates compared to military high school graduates. Also, there were no significant correlations between procrastination scores and the average grades obtained after the first semester. The main limitation of this study is given by the small size of the sample; results should be interpreted in light of this limitation.
Conclusion
The Romanian version of the Irrational Procrastination Scale is a general measure of procrastination as irrational delay which can be successfully used in student population studies. Our results suggest that irrational postponement may be less correlated with self-efficacy or control over attention in goal pursuit but may be strongly linked to certain personality factors.
